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REMARKS 

After entry of this Amendment, claims 60, 69 and 70 are pending in the 
application. The pending claims have been amended. No new claims have been added. 
Reconsideration of the application is requested. 

Claims 60 and 70 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Schiitz, U.S. Pat. No. 4,603,868, in view of Fowlkes, U.S. Pat. No. 3,583,720. Claim 60 
has been amended to clarify that the invention is a kit with a blade guard defining a single 
structure that is adapted to engage two different structural components. A strap and a wheel 
assembly are interchangeable with respect to one another relative to a plurality of apertures 
defined by the blade guard. The application as originally-filed provides antecedent basis for the 
claim amendment: the exemplary pin 74 is mountable in one of the apertures 270 (Para. [0098]) 
and the axle 154 of the wheel assemblies 150 and 152 extend through one of the apertures 270 
(Para. [0097]). It is respectfully submitted that neither Schiitz nor Fowlkes teaches or suggests 
interchangability of wheel assemblies and a heel strap relative to the same structure of a blade 
guard as recited in claim 60. 

The Examiner correctly notes that a rejection under 35 U.S.C. § 103 does not 
require that a single reference teach all the limitations of a claim. However, every limitation 
must be disclosed by at least one reference. M.P.E.P. § 2143.03. Furthermore, all the words in a 
claim must be considered in judging the patentability of that claim against the prior art. M.P.E.P. 
§ 2143.03, citing In re Wilson, 424 F.2d 1382, 1385. Finally, the elements recited in a claim 
must be arranged in the prior art as required by the claim. M.P.E.P. § 2131, citing In re Bond, 
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910 F.2d 831, 15 USPQ2d 1566 (Fed. Cir. 1990). Claim 60 does not merely recite a bare list of 
elements, but instead recites how the elements cooperate with one another. 

Schiitz discloses wheel assemblies and a "holding" structure mounted in different 
apertures. The roller carrier 7 receives wheels in axle holes 18. The "holding" structure for 
engaging the carrier 7 with the runner blade 5 consists of screws 12a extending through holes 13 
and 14 in the roller carrier 7. Thus, the roller carrier 7 defines different structures (holes 9 and 
13,14) for receiving the wheels and for receiving the holding structure. 

Fowlkes does not disclose wheel assemblies, only a spring 54 for engaging a 
blade guard 10 with a runner blade 12. Thus, Fowlkes does not overcome the deficiencies of 
Schiitz. Specifically, Fowlkes does not teach or suggest a single structure of a blade guard 
operable to receive wheels and a holding structure. 

The rejection is also traversed for the proposed motivation to combine. The 
Examiner proposes that it would have been obvious combine the strap of Fowlkes with the 
undercarriage of Schiitz in order to facilitate securing of the guard to a blade. Schiitz already 
teaches structural elements to effect securing of the roller carrier 7 to the blade 5: screws 12a 
extending through holes 13 and 14 in the roller carrier 7 as well a hole 9 in the blade 5. 
Substantial evidence is required to support a finding as to the principle or specific understanding 
within the knowledge of a skilled artisan that would have motivated the skilled artisan to make 
the claimed invention. In re Kotzab, 217 F.3d 1365, 1371, 55 USPQ2d 1313, 1318 (Fed. Cir. 
2000). The prior art of record lacks any evidence to support the contention that one of ordinary 
skill in the art would reject the express teaching of Schiitz (using screws 12a and holes 9, 13, 14 
for securing), in favor of the spring 54 of Fowlkes. 
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Furthermore, the combined teachings does not improve either the primary 
reference or the secondary reference. The spring 54 of Fowlkes is redundant to the screws 12a of 
Schiitz. The proposed combination thus increases the number of parts and the cost of the design. 

Claim 69 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Schiitz, in view of Fowlkes, as applied to claims 60 and 70, and further in view of Kassel, U.S. 
Pat. No. 5,290,065. The arguments set forth above with respect to the rejection against claim 60 
are also applicable to claim 69. Kassel does not overcome the deficiencies of Schiitz and 
Fowlkes: Kassel does not teach or suggest the blade guard having a structure operable to receive 
two different structures. Like Fowlkes, Kassel discloses a first structure for receiving a heel 
strap or loop bridle 36 in the form of holes 39. Kassel does not disclose that the wheel receiving 
channel 20 receives the wheel axles 16a, 16b, 16c, and 16d. 

It is submitted that the amendments have antecedent basis in the application as 

filed and that the amendments do not add new matter to the application. It is further submitted 

that the amendments place the claims of the application in suitable condition for allowance; 

notice of which is respectfully requested. If the Examiner believes that prosecution of the 

application can be expedited by way of an Examiner's amendment, the Examiner is invited to 

contact the Applicant's attorney at the telephone number listed below. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Dickinson Wright PLLC 
Attorneys for Applicant 

Date: May 2, 2007 By: /Raymond C. Meiers/ 

Raymond C. Meiers 
Dickinson Wright, PLLC. Reg. No. 51,081 

38525 Woodward Ave., Suite 2000 
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48304-2970 
(248) 433-7393 
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